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Abstract. The most important element in the recent reform of the Common Agricultural Policy,
which is intended to reduce the concentration of aid distributed under the direct support system, is
the so-called redistributive payment. The redistributive effects of this instrument depend on its spe-
cific form implemented at the national level, the level of funding, and the area structure of holdings
in a given country. The objective of this paper is to compare the targeting of the support distributed
under the redistributive payment in the three new Member States of the European Union — Bulgaria,
Lithuania and Poland. In order to achieve this objective, it was established which area groups of
holdings benefit from (and which lose out on) the application of the redistributive payment in each
country. In addition, the average amount of support for a holding per hectare of agricultural area,
and the percentage change in this support due to the introduction of the redistributive payment,
depending on the size of the holding, in individual countries, are shown as a function. The source
material was the data made available by the ministries of agriculture of the countries under analysis,
relating to 2018.

Keywords: Common Agricultural Policy, direct payments, direct support system, redistributive

payment, single area payment, concentration of direct support, level of direct payments.
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Introduction

Already before the last reform of the Common Agricultural Policy, which became effective in
2015, it was pointed out that a large part of direct payments went to a relatively small group
of very large holdings, and that this situation was stable over time (Sinabell et al., 2009). Sev-
erini and Tantari (2015) also stated that the degree of concentration of direct payments was
heterogeneous in the Member States of the European Union, and reached very high values
in some of them, and that the greater part of the variability in the degree of concentration of
support could be explained by differences in the level of land concentration.

*Corresponding author. E-mail: a.sadlowski@uksw.edu.pl

Copyright © 2022 The Author(s). Published by Vilnius Gediminas Technical University

This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (http://creativecommons.
org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original author
and source are credited.


mailto:a.sadlowski@uksw.edu.pl
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2969-4926

328 A. Sadlowski. Targeting the redistributive payment in selected new European Union member states

In 2014, the concentration of payments was stronger in six Member States than in the
European Union as a whole. These comprised as many as five new Member States (Slovakia,
the Czech Republic, Bulgaria, Hungary, and Estonia) and only one EU-15 country (Portugal).
The most uneven distribution of support was in Slovakia (Sadlowski, 2017).

The preamble to Regulation (EU) No. 1307/2013 of the European Parliament and Council
of European Union (2013), implementing the reform of the Common Agricultural Policy
which entered into force in 2015, states that the distribution of funds among farmers is
characterised by the allocation of disproportionate amounts of payments to a relatively small
number of large beneficiaries. At the same time, the need to distribute payments between
small and large beneficiaries in a more balanced way, and to increase the effectiveness of
income support for farmers with small holdings, was emphasised. The view was expressed
that larger beneficiaries, due to their ability to exploit economies of scale, had the ability to
operate with lower levels of aid, so they did not require so much support. One of the solu-
tions which were intended to reduce the uneven distribution of aid between beneficiaries of
the direct support system is the so-called redistributive payment.

Baisakova and Herzfeld (2014) mention the redistribution of funds in favour of smaller
holdings among the most important elements in the recent reform of the Common Agricul-
tural Policy in the first pillar. A fairer distribution of funds among farmers was to be ensured
in particular by the redistributive payment (Beluhova-Uzunova et al., 2019). According to
Beluhova-Uzunova et al. (2017), this instrument can help to overcome structural imbalances
by channelling financial support towards agricultural sectors generating high added value.
On the other hand, according to Sahrbacher (2011), solutions such as the upper payment
limit, which is the second - in addition to the redistributive payment - instrument for reduc-
ing the imbalance in the distribution of funds, significantly slow down positive structural
changes in agriculture. Deppermann et al. (2016) stress that there are still significant reserves
in the area of redesigning Common Agricultural Policy instruments in such a way as to en-
sure a more even distribution of income in the agricultural sector. According to Grochowska
et al. (2021) the criteria for granting direct payments still increase the income inequality of
farms and the concentration of payments in a small group of farms, and instruments such
as capping in the current shape are not sufficient to change this situation.

Currently, the redistributive payment is an optional instrument for Member States of the
European Union, i.e. it is decided at the national level. However, a Member State does not
receive additional funds from the European Union due to the introduction of voluntary pay-
ments. The decision of a Member State to apply the redistributive payment, therefore, does
not affect the amount of EU funds put at its disposal for direct support (i.e. the so-called
national ceiling), but only the way these funds are allocated at the national level (Sadfowski,
2018).

Among the new Member States, Bulgaria, Croatia, Lithuania, Poland, and Romania apply
the redistributive payment (European Commission, 2016). All these countries, with the ex-
ception of Croatia, apply a simplified direct payment scheme (European Commission, 2018).

The objective of this paper is to compare the targeting of the support distributed under
the redistributive payment in three new Member States of the European Union (Bulgaria,
Lithuania, and Poland).
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The compared countries differ significantly in terms of the production potential of their
agriculture. For instance, Eurostat (2021) data for 2016 show that the agricultural land area in
Poland (approx. 14.4 million ha) was more than 3 times higher than that of Bulgaria (approx.
4.5 million ha), and almost 5 times higher than in Lithuania (approx. 2.9 million ha). Consid-
ering the issue of redistributive payment applications, it is of particular importance that in all
these countries the land concentration process is progressing, albeit at varying rates. Eurostat
data demonstrate that the number of agricultural holdings in 2016 declined as compared to
2013 by as many as 20.3% in Bulgaria, and 12.5% in Lithuania, while in Poland a 1.3% fall
was recorded. This means that the drop rate in the number of agricultural holdings was the
highest in the country in which the average holding size was the highest (Bulgaria), and the
lowest in the country with the greatest fragmentation of holdings (Poland).

For the purpose of achieving the objective identified above:

1) area groups of holdings benefiting from/losing out on the application of the redis-

tributive payment in each country were identified;

2) the average level of support (under the single area payment and the redistributive
payment) per hectare of agricultural area in a holding, depending on its size, was
established in each country (in absolute terms);

3) the percentage change in the average level of support per hectare of agricultural area
in a holding due to the introduction of the redistributive payment, depending on the
size of the holding, (in relative terms) was established.

The paper’s structure corresponds to the research objective specified above. The intro-
ductory part is followed by the review of research in areas of key importance from the per-
spective of the subject matter of the paper, i.e. research relating to the issue of the uneven
distribution of direct payments between the beneficiaries of the same support, and research
aimed at identifying and measuring the effects of applying redistributive payments. After
that, sources used in the author’s research are presented, along with their origins, and also
the methodology of the research. The presentation of the author’s research results and their
discussion constitute the next part of the study. The last section of the manuscript contains
final conclusions formulated on a comparative basis, and the cognitive limitations of the
author’s research constituting the motivation for writing this paper, and possible directions
for further research in this area are suggested.

The comparison analysis between countries presented in this paper is an innovation
bridging the research gap in this field. In addition to the results showing essential cognitive
and application benefits, the added value of this study is its self-developed analytical concept.
It is presented in the form of an algorithm, at a level of detail enabling its critical assessment,
the reconstruction of successive steps in order to verify the accuracy of the calculations, and
the application of the proposed approach in studies with different spatial scopes (in other
countries), or another temporal scope (other periods), contributing to accumulating knowl-
edge in the field, which is especially important for supporting the process of designing the
agricultural policy at the EU level, and for constructing — within the EU legal framework -
the national variant of the direct support system.
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1. Overview of earlier research

There are quite numerous publications presenting the results of research in the field of direct
support concentration, and on the uneven distribution of direct payments between benefi-
ciaries, relating to the situation in the period preceding the previous reform of the Common
Agricultural Policy. They concern both old (von Witzke & Noleppa, 2007; Keeney, 2008;
Alfaro-Navarro et al., 2011; Severini & Tantari, 2013a, 2013b; Ciliberti & Frascarelli, 2015),
and new, Member States of the European Union (Graca-Gelert, 2014; Slajs & Doucha, 2014;
Jankowska, 2015). Some authors, as well as measuring the degree of the concentration of
support, expressed their demands or evaluation judgements. In general, it was recommended
to reform the direct payment scheme in order to reduce the concentration of aid. If there
were a justification other than “the need for the fairer distribution of support’, it was based
on well-known arguments put forward by critics of large-scale agriculture, or by apologists
of moderate agriculture.

Wilkin (2009) stresses that the question of income distribution and the impact of farming
on social stratification are fundamental issues of political economics, and that the distribu-
tion of benefits from the Common Agricultural Policy, which is quite commonly regarded
as a controversial element in the implementation of this policy, is directly linked to its social
and political legitimacy. According to this author, the more egalitarian distribution of direct
payments is one of the main tasks assigned to the reformers of the Common Agricultural
Policy. Similarly, Zawojska (2006) negatively assessed the support distribution model under
the direct payment scheme, stressing that it does not mitigate income disparities between
holdings. Czyzewski and Stepien (2011) requested that more aid be provided to small hold-
ings, and that a minimum level of direct payments be introduced for them, while applying a
limit on subsidies for the largest holdings.

On the other hand, Kwasowski and Zaleski (2009) consider direct payments to be a sig-
nificant factor hindering structural changes in Polish agriculture, which, in their opinion,
is due to the fact that small holdings often prefer a small but stable income in the form of
direct payments to the sale of land to dynamic holdings focused on commercial produc-
tion. It should also be borne in mind that the introduction of solutions which reward a
group of holdings which do not exceed a certain size, or the limit on the amount of aid, can
induce farmers to adapt, motivated by the desire to maximise the benefits resulting from
participation in the direct support system. In cases in which these measures do not bring
environmental or social benefits, they are unproductive from the point of view of the general
interest — they do not increase the overall level of prosperity, and they even mean a waste of
resources and energy (Forstner et al., 2018; Sadlowski, 2020b).

In turn, studies on the redistributive payment, the results of which have been published
so far, have involved simulations of the impact of its application and analyses of options
(Matthews, 2013; Potori et al., 2013; Ivanov et al., 2015; Hansen & Offermann, 2016; Chat-
ellier, 2018), and, less frequently, the measurement of the actual impact as part of ex-post
evaluations (Sadlowski, 2018, 2020a). Such studies can support the decision-making process
regarding the development of the direct support system at the national level, hence their great
application value. They provide knowledge that can facilitate evidence-based policy-making.
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The information gathered makes it possible to select the appropriate measures for the ad-
opted agricultural policy objectives, which is the basis for its rationality (Sadlowski, 2020a).
As Allanson (2006) observed, measuring the redistributive effects can be useful in devising
the agricultural support policy, as it is a starting point for identifying ways of making this
policy more effective as a redistributive tool, with this being just one of several criteria for
assessing its effects.

2. Materials and methods
2.1. Data sources

The source materials used in the research part of this paper was data made available by the
Ministries of Agriculture of the analysed countries - Bulgaria, Lithuania, and Poland. These
data refer to 2018, and are summarised in Table 1.

Table 1. Source data used in the research, referring to 2018 (source: European Commission, 2019 -
data on area thresholds; the Ministry of Agriculture, Food, and Forests of the Republic of Bulgaria, the
Ministry of Agriculture of the Republic of Lithuania, the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Develop-
ment of the Republic of Poland - other data concerning Bulgaria, Lithuania and Poland, respectively)

Country Bulgaria | Lithuania Poland
Area threshold (ha) Xpin 0.5 1.0 1.0
The average size of a household in the group
of farmers benefiting from direct payments x 65 23 11
(ha)
EUR thousand |  Fgyps 379,916 | 180,622 | 1,533,762
Level of
financing % 9f the
national Fpsos 47.80 38.00 44.70
Single area ceiling
t
paymet Rate (EUR/ha) Rups 100.08 63.14 107.35
Size of the agricultural
area covered by single area Agups 3,796.2 2,860.7 14,287.0
payment (thousands ha)
EUR thousand | Fggp 55,872 71,298 293,930
Level of s
financing | % 9f the
national Frepos 7.03 15.00 8.57
i
Redistributive ceting
payment Rate (EUR/ha) Ryep 70.33 57.88 41.62
The hectare range on
a holding to which b . . .
redistributive payment is (aRED *URED ] (05 30] (05 30] (3; 30]
granted
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2.2. The applied algorithm

First, using simple statistical description methods, a general analysis was made of the struc-
ture of the distribution of national ceilings by the individual countries covered by the re-
search.

Further analysis was conducted at the microeconomic level using mathematical methods.
The description of the sequence of activities leading to the determination of area groups of
holdings benefiting from/losing out on the application of the redistributive payment (in a
given form and with a given level of funding) is as follows:

— Step 1. Calculation of the rate of the single area payment (EUR/ha) which would apply
under the option without the redistributive payment, using the formula

R _ Fsups + Frep
SAPS =T
SAPS

- Step 2. Determination of the formula for the total amount of holding support in
individual area groups for the option with the redistributive payment.

- Step 3. Determination of the formula for the total amount of holding support for
the option without the redistributive payment.

- Step 4. Comparison of the appropriate formulae determined in Step 2 with the
formula determined in Step 3.

- Step 5. Determination of the size of the holdings (ha) for which the application
of the redistributive payment did not affect the amount of support received by
solving the equations obtained in Step 3.

- Step 6. Determination of the area groups of holdings benefiting from/losing out
on the application of the redistributive payment in a given form and at a given
level of its financing, taking into account the limits of those area groups obtained
in Step 5, and the so-called minimum requirements for receiving payments, under
which the area thresholds indicated in the second row of Table 1 are established.

Calculations performed as part of the successive steps were compiled in Table 2. The
respective symbols used in Table 2 have the following meaning:

Rg,ps — single area payment rate (EUR/ha);

R',pg - single area payment rate that would have applied had the redistributive payment
not been applied (EUR/ha);

Rppp - redistributive payment rate (EUR/ha);

Fgups — level of financing of the single area payment (EUR thousand);

Fpep - level of financing of the redistributive payment (EUR thousand);

Ag,ps — agricultural area covered by the single area payment in the country (thousands
ha);

x - holding size (ha);

P - the actual amount of support granted to the holding under the single area payment
and the redistributive payment (EUR);

P’ — the hypothetical amount of support granted to the holding under the single area
payment in the option without the redistributive payment (EUR).
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The applied method consists of juxtaposing an authentic example of the application of
a redistributive payment (in a given form, and with a specific envelope for funding) with a
hypothetical alternative situation in which the level of funding for the single-area payment
would be increased by this very envelope.

This approach is consistent with the logic of structuring the national ceiling at the Mem-
ber State level, as provided for in EU legislation. Since the allocation of a given part of the
national ceiling to finance optional payments (which is the redistributive payment) is, at
the same time, a decision to reduce the financing of the single area payment by exactly the
same amount (in other words, the redistributive payment, like all other optional payments,
is funded at the expense of the single area payment), it is reasonable to take as a benchmark
this particular situation, in which the amount allocated to the redistributive payment would
be apportioned to farmers under the single area payment.

In addition to identifying the area groups of holdings benefiting from/losing out on the
application of the redistributive payment, function formulas were determined describing the
following aspects in the individual countries under analysis:

1) the average amount of support (under the single area payment and the redistributive

payment) per hectare of agricultural area in a holding,

2) the relative change in the average amount of support per hectare of agricultural area
in a holding as a result of the introduction of the redistributive payment (compared
to the situation in which the funds allocated to the redistributive payment would be
disbursed under the single area payment),

depending on the size of the holding (Table 3). The progression of these functions is different
for certain ranges of arguments (area groups).

Table 3. Determination of the average amount of holding support, depending on its size (source: au-
thor’s own work)

Country Bulgaria, Lithuania Poland
Option
without the | i _ P'_ o
redistributive x  SAPS
payment
- P - P
P === Rgps + Rgp for P =" =Rgypg for x (03]
X X
Average
amount Option xe(0;30] ﬁ:BZR N (x—S)xRRED for
of . |with the » 30xR x AP
SUPPOTt | redistributive | p =~ = Ry, . + —— ~RED ¢
per payment x  SAPS xe (3;30}
hectare _p 27% Rygp,
xe(30:2) PP Ry + ¥R gy
x X
xe (30;00)
Relative = P-P
change Ay, = P
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In Table 3, except for the previously used and explained symbols, the following average
value expressions were used:

P - the actual average level of support to the holding under the single area payment and
the redistributive payment (EUR/ha);

P’ - the hypothetical average level of support to the holding in the form of the single
area payment in the option without the redistributive payment (EUR/ha).

2.3. Presenting the results

A bar chart with the structure of the distribution of national ceilings by individual countries
was used to visualise the findings (Figure 1). As well as in formulas, the examined functional
dependences are presented in diagrams (Figures 2 and 3).

3. Results and discussion

The financing of the redistributive payment may not exceed 30% of the national ceiling. None
of the countries under analysis approached this limit. In 2018, Lithuania assigned the larg-
est part of the national ceiling to financing the redistributive payment (15.00%). In Poland
and Bulgaria, the financing of the redistributive payment, measured as a percentage of the
national ceiling, was similar, reaching 8.57% and 7.03%, respectively.

On the other hand, the financing of the single area payment, measured as a percentage of
the national ceiling, was the highest in Bulgaria at 47.80%, in Poland 44.70% and in Lithu-
ania 38.00%.

As a result, taking both these payments together, a similar proportion of the national ceil-
ings was allocated for their financing in the countries under analysis, i.e. 45.17% in Bulgaria,
46.73% in Poland, and 47.00% in Lithuania. The structure of national ceilings in individual
countries by directions of allocation is shown in Figure 1.

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Bulgaria Lithuania Poland

msingle area payment ~ Mredistributive payment ¥ other payments

Figure 1. The structure of the national ceilings of the countries under analysis in 2018 (source: au-

thor’s own work on the basis of the data provided by the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Forests

of the Republic of Bulgaria, the Ministry of Agriculture of the Republic of Lithuania and the Minis-
try of Agriculture and Rural Development of the Republic of Poland)
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On the other hand, Figure 2 shows the unit level of support in 2018 under the single area
payment, and the redistributive payment, depending on the size of the holding (the continu-
ous lines) in the countries compared. In addition, the dashed lines indicate the average level
of support under the single area payment which would have existed if the redistributive pay-
ment had not been introduced, and thus the funds that were used to finance it would have
been allocated in the form of the single area payment.

180

—_
(=N
(=]

140

120

(=3
(=]

Average level of support [EUR/ha]

80

60

—_ e —

Holding size [ha]

——— = — —Bulgaria — = = Lithuania

= = = Poland

Figure 2. The impact of the redistributive payment on the average level of support in absolute terms,
depending on the size of the holding (2018) (source: author’s own work on the basis of data provided
by the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Forests of the Republic of Bulgaria, the Ministry
of Agriculture of the Republic of Lithuania, and the Ministry of Agriculture and
Rural Development of the Republic of Poland)

The point (or points) of intersection of the continuous lines of a given colour with the
dashed lines of the same colour separates the area group of holdings which benefited from
the application of the redistributive payment in 2018 in their country of agricultural activity
(in a given form and with a given level of funding) from the area group (or groups) of hold-
ings which lost out. As shown in Table 1, Bulgaria and Lithuania applied the redistributive
payment to the “first” 30 hectares of agricultural area in a holding. In Poland, on the other
hand, the redistributive payment was granted to those hectares of agricultural area included
in a holding which fell within the range of (3; 30]. As a result, in Bulgaria and Lithuania, the
unit level of support (under the single area payment and the redistributive payment) was the
highest for holdings with an area not exceeding 30 ha. However, in Poland, the unit level of
support under the two instruments was the highest for holdings with an area of 30 ha (the
high point of the function line in Figure 2 in red).

In Bulgaria, for holdings with an area of 143.37 ha, the application of the redistributive
payment was neutral, taking into account the amount of payment received. Holdings with an
area below this threshold benefited from the application of the redistributive payment, while
larger holdings lost out. In Lithuania, the size limit was approximately half, at 69.67 ha -
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smaller holdings gained, and larger ones lost out as a result of the introduction of the re-
distributive payment. In Poland, on the other hand, the privileged area group of holdings
in connection with the application of the redistributive payment was made up of holdings
with an area of more than 5.93 ha, but less than 54.60 ha. Holdings with an area equal to
these limits would receive the same amount of support if the redistributive payment were not
applied. Holdings with an area of less than 5.93 ha and holdings with an area of more than
54.60 ha lost out because of the application of the redistributive payment (in a given form),
financing it at the expense of the single area payment. The described redistributive effects
can be read from Figure 2.

Area groups of holdings benefiting from/losing out on the application of the redistribu-
tive payment can also be indicated using Figure 3, which shows the percentage increase or
decrease in the average level of support per unit of area of agricultural land in a holding of
a given size as a result of the application of the redistributive payment. In this case, the lim-
its of the ranges are determined by the points of intersection of the function lines with the
horizontal axis of the coordinate system.

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Change in the average level of support

-10%

—20%

Holding size [ha]

Bulgaria Lithuania Poland

Figure 3. The impact of the redistributive payment on the average level of support in relative terms,
depending on the size of the holding (2018) (source: author’s own work on the basis of data provided
by the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Forests of the Republic of Bulgaria, the Ministry of
Agriculture of the Republic of Lithuania, and the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Development of the Republic of Poland)

The relative change in the average level of support per unit of area of land was obtained
by dividing the difference between
- the amount granted to the holding under the single area payment and the redistribu-
tive payment (and not under all the instruments making up the direct support scheme
for farmers), and
- the amount of the single area payment this holding would have received in the ab-
sence of the redistributive payment (then the level of financing of the single area
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payment would be higher by precisely the amount which the Member State concerned
allocated to the redistributive payment),
by
- the amount of the single area payment this holding would have received in the ab-
sence of the redistributive payment.

As a result of the application of the redistributive payment, the relatively largest
increase in the average level of support per unit of area of agricultural land (by more
than 48%) was recorded by holdings in Bulgaria. These were holdings with an area of
up to 30 ha. Despite this redistributive effect, the uneven distribution of aid in Bulgaria
continues to increase, which is explained by the structural changes taking place in the
country, involving the disappearance of small holdings, the persistence of a relatively
small group of medium-sized holdings which, due to their small number, do not play a
significant role in absorbing financial support, and the continuous development of large
holdings, which are thus gathering more and more financial support (Beluhova-Uzunova
et al.,, 2020). In Lithuania, an increase in the average level of support per unit of area
of agricultural land was much smaller, amounting to approx. 37%. In Poland, on the
other hand, the holdings with an area of 30 ha benefited most, with an increase of only
slightly over 13%. In the case of holdings with an area of less than 3 ha, the decrease in
this amount exceeded 16%.

The strongest redistributive effect in relative terms, achieved in Bulgaria with the
lowest level of financing of the redistributive payment expressed as a percentage of the
national ceiling allocated to this payment, can be explained by the weakest fragmentation
of holdings in that country. The average holding size in the group of farmers benefit-
ing from direct payments is approx. 65 ha in Bulgaria. By allocating more than twice as
much of the national ceiling as Bulgaria to the redistributive payment, and by targeting
support in the same way (i.e. to the “first” 30 hectares of agricultural area in a holding),
Lithuania achieved a much weaker redistributive effect. The average increase in the level
of support per unit of area of agricultural land in the group of holdings with an area of
no more than 30 ha was about 11 percentage points lower in Lithuania than in Bulgaria,
with the average size of the holding benefiting from direct payments’ being about 23 ha
in Lithuania. In Poland, the impact of the redistributive payment was the weakest. This
is a consequence of the relatively low level of financing of the redistributive payment
under the conditions of the very fragmented area structure of holdings (the average area
of the holdings benefiting from direct payments is about 11 ha). As a result, the aid chan-
nelled through the redistributive payment was spread over a large area of agricultural
land, relatively weakly “raising” the average level of support in the group of holdings
benefiting from this instrument. This is despite the fact that in Poland - as the only
Member State of the European Union among the countries which have implemented the
redistributive payment — this payment is not granted to the “first” hectares, but to the
surplus hectares over 3, but no more than 27. This solution means that the owners of
holdings with an area not exceeding 3 ha are excluded from the group of beneficiaries
of the redistributive payment.
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Conclusions

Bulgaria, Lithuania and Poland make relatively little use in absolute terms of the potential
of the redistributive payment to bridge the gap in the level of holding support, allocating a
much smaller part of the national ceiling to its financing than is allowed by EU legislation.
This means that reducing the degree of the concentration of aid in these countries does not
require a change to the EU legal framework. One of the options for ensuring a more even
distribution of support between beneficiaries would be to increase the funding level of re-
distributive payments to 30% of the national ceiling.

The upper limit of the size range of holdings benefiting from the redistributive payment
is shifted to the right in relation to the upper limit of the hectare range of the holdings cov-
ered by the redistributive payment. In Bulgaria and Lithuania, the redistributive payment
is granted up to the “first” 30 ha of agricultural area in a holding, while the area group of
holdings benefiting from this instrument is made up of holdings with less than 143 and
70 ha, respectively. Also, in Poland, the redistributive payment may cover a maximum of
“thirty” hectares of agricultural area included in a holding, with the “first three” hectares of
agricultural area of the holding’s being excluded from support under this instrument. As a
result, the application of the redistributive payment in this form is unfavourable, not only for
a group of holdings exceeding a certain size (specifically, for holdings with an area of more
than 55 ha), but also for the smallest beneficiaries (strictly speaking, for owners of holdings
with an area of less than 6 ha).

Thus, in all the countries under analysis, the upper limit of the area range of holdings
benefiting from the redistributive payment is significantly higher than the upper limit of the
number of hectares of agricultural land in a holding which might be eligible for the redis-
tributive payment.

Although in Bulgaria the smallest proportion of the national ceiling has been allocated
for financing the redistributive payment among the countries compared, and the range of
hectares covered by this payment is larger than in Poland and the same as in Lithuania, the
redistributive payment rate in Bulgaria was the highest. The redistributive payment has led
to the largest relative increase in the average level of support per hectare of agricultural area
in Bulgaria for the smallest holdings, as a result of the fact that they represent a relatively
small group in that country, and therefore the relatively small envelope distributed as part of
the redistributive payment has allowed the average level of support per hectare in this group
of holdings to be “raised” relatively strongly.

Although the research of which the results are presented in this paper has made it possible
to identify groups of holdings benefitting from redistributive payments, and to determine the
impact of redistributive payments on the average level of support per hectare of agricultural
land in holdings according to their size (area), it has proven insufficient for answering the
question of whether the relative increase in the income of holdings advantaged due to the
application of redistributive payments to other beneficiaries is a sufficiently strong stimulus
to change the area structure of holdings in a given country. Therefore, further research in
this area could focus on determining whether redistributive payments have influenced trends
towards structural changes in the agriculture of the respective countries using this instru-
ment, including the dynamics of land concentration processes.
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